1) The term hw!bt/!yb Ibby is not used in the transfer-mrftq deed; d. above, p. 25.
2) The position of the clause "from this day forever" is subject to some disagreement. Cowley divided the clauses in the following manner: "From this day forever, I, Menal;1em and Ananiah-we renounce all claim on you. (10) From this day forever, we shall have no power ... to bring against you ... suit or process." This division does not seem correct since, as far as I can tell, this clause does not introduce the main constitutive verbs and clauses but rather follows them: (10) ... zbn wyhbn (II) lk wrltqn mnh mn ywm' znh wed 'lmn "We have sold and transferred (it) (II) to you and have removed ourselves from it (i.e., the house) from this day and forever." (BP 3; so Kraeling). Or, (8) ... brty slyJh bh mn ywm' znh «znh.) 'd '1m (8) "My daughter owns it from this day forever" (BP 10). I therefore prefer to read in AP 20, "My heart is satisfied from this (this!) day forever; I Menal;1em and Ananiah-we renounce all claim (we are removed) from you (10) from this day forever. We will not be able, etc."
If this reading is correct, the terms Jyb lbby, r!tqt and the transfer/investiture clause all employ the phrase "from this day forever" in exactly the same way; the three terms all describe legal states which begin "from this day" and continue "forever." E.g., "My heart is satisfied/I remove myself/You are (now) owner-from this day forever." Thus, the "satisfaction" of the seller's heart, like his relinquishment, is not a feeling of the moment but a state of mind which is to continue for all times; if the seller is not satisfied in the future, the transaction is not final. Cf. the discussion below.
The following should also be noted: the exact semantic parallel of the Aramaic clause has not yet been located. However, the two elements (a) "from this day" and (b) "forever" are found in the Ras Shamra Akkadian (a) istu umi annz and (b) 'removed' 1) from you (IO-II) from this day forever. We are not able nor are our children ... able to institute 2) against you ... formal process." 3) Finally, it should be noted that the sale of land ana daritim "for all times" was quite common in Susa. Cf. MDP XXIV 349: 9; ibid. 351: 7 and passim. *
1) The meaning of the term r~qt "I have removed myself" will be discussed below. In brief, the term expresses any relinquishment of rights by a former rightholder or any cessation of claims by a litigant.
2) The terms grh and rsh are virtual synonyms in the Aramaic documents. Furthermore, they are the cognates of the Akkadian geru and rasu (d. AP, p. xxix). Even though the roots grh and rsh may well belong to the indigenous lexical stock of Aramaic (so Kutscher, New Aramaic Texts, p. 238), nevertheless, their terminological use within stereotyped legal clauses is probably based on cuneiform models. Although the OB rasu is etymologically identical with the Aramaic rsh, the two terms differ in respect to their specific syntactical usage: the Aramaic rsh (and its synonym grh) both take a double object (l' 'grnkj'rsnk dyn wdbb "I will not institute a formal suit against you"); the Akkadian term-at least in its OB usagedoes not take an object (d. Schlussklauseln, p. 44, n. 8). However, the Aramaic usage does have definite cuneiform prototypes: the OB deeds from Alalakh contain a clause which anticipates most of the lexical and syntactical features of the Aramaic. AT* II: 25ff. reads: sa u-ra-am se-ra-a[m] (26) as- [sum al]Na-as-tar-bi[ki] (27) a-na Ya-ri-im-li-im di-nam i-gi-ir-ru-u "Whoever in the future (= Aramaic m~r 'w ywm '~rn "tomorrow or some other day") shall sue Yarim-Lim in a suit concerning the city of Nastarbi" Both the Aramaic grh and the Akkadian geru take personal indirect objects (Aramaic: l' 'grnk "I will not sue you"; Akkadian: ana Yarim-lim ... igerru "shall sue Yarim-Lim") and impersonal direct objects (Aramaic: I' 'grnk dyn wdbb "I shall not institute against you a formal process" ; Akkadian dinam igerru "[whoever] institute a process"). There is one other point of correspondence between the Aramaic and the Akkadian. Kutscher (New Aramaic Texts, p. 242) had noted the equivalence of Aramaic bsm with Akkadian assum, both with the meaning "concerning." Kutscher's theoretical equation is now confirmed by a comparison of the Akkadian assum Nastarbi "concerning Nastarbi" with AP 20: 12 b[sm] nksn wksp "(No one shall institute a formal process) concerningj in the matter of goods and money." Cf. also AP 8: 12; 13: 9; 14: 8.
In the Aramaic usage, the direct object is dyn wdbb, while the Akkadian usage only contains the first element-dinam. However, this particular aspect of the Aramaic usage is already anticipated by the NA phrase: sa eldnni denu dabtibu itti PN igarruni iqabbuni kaspu la gammur bitu kiru Iii apil "Whoever rises up (seeking) to institute a formal suit against PN saying: 'The money was not paid completely; the house and the garden were not paid for' " (ARU 163 and passim). The Aramaic l' 'grnk dyn wdbb thus equals NA sa ... denu dabtibu itti PN igarruni. The only difference between the two clauses is that the Aramaic is subjectively formulated, while the Akkadian is objectively formulated. * 3) dyn wdbb: lit. "suit and process." The expression is a hendiadys and is therefore
